This article outlines different stages in development of the national culture model, created by Geert Hofstede and his affiliates. This paper reveals and synthesizes the contemporary review of the application spheres of this framework. Numerous applications of the dimensions set are used as a source of identifying significant critiques, concerning different aspects in model's operation. These critiques are classified and their underlying reasons are also outlined by means of a fishbone diagram.
Introduction
F or more than thirty years a set of cultural dimensions, proposed by Hofstede et al and constructed as a result of their continuous research in identifying and explaining cultural differences at the national and regional level, has attracted the attention of different social actors -scientists, managers, politicians, administrators, opinion leaders, and other agents, because potential cultural differences are observed to have Geert Hofstede et al's Set of National Cultural Dimensions -Popularity and Criticisms influenced dominating organizational practices and theories in the context of increasing globalization and economic turbulence. Furthermore, the contemporary times may be characterized by realization of intensive interactions between differing cultures, "traversing national borders, co-mingling, hybridizing, morphing, and clashing through media, migration, telecommunications, international trade, information technology, supranational organizations, and unfortunately terrorism" (Nakata, 2009, p.4) which situation serves as a catalyst for the unceasing interest in Hofstede's research results.
Naturally, this lasting memory of the aforementioned cultural dimensions set is deeply grounded in the times of its creation, because the Dutch scientist even in the early 1980s proposed a plausible explanation for the great significance of the "nationalitymanagement" relationship, formulating three reasons : y The political reason is justified by essence and basic characteristics (for example institutions, ways of using them) of the 'nation' construct. y The sociological reason relates to the special way of how people perceive and what value they ascribe to their identity and sense of belonging, which certainly directs their behaviors in key situations and may possibly cause the demonstrated extremes in their decisionmaking (for instance to go to war). y The psychological reason is used to reveal the influence of national culture factors on human thinking, expressed by one's specific childhood and adolescence learning experiences in diverse cultural milieus as separate families, schools and organizations.
A richer and contemporary 'official justifications' of the observed popularity for this model are grounded by Hofstede and Minkov (2011) , but these will not be dwelled on here because 'user experience' is considered of greater importance in this deliverable. The unceasing interest in applying and appraising Hofstede's cultural dimensions set by different constituencies and the contemporary business environment conditions (uncertainty, instability, unpredictability, ambiguity, etc.) in which the organizations are operating today are the two main factors that provoked my scientific interest in making a historical review and taking an up-to-date snapshot of this cultural model in an attempt to: (a) reveal important nuances in its structural development, (b) trace the accumulation of its application spheres, and (c) analyze the criticisms related with it. The current article represents the means of achieving the aforementioned goals.
The set of national culture dimensions as a moving target
The cultural model proved to be a moving target in the analyzed period (since 1980 up to now) in terms of at least two perspectives -its structure and main application spheres. The first perspective of the model development seems to be a dependent variable on Hofstede et al's investigative questions and subsequent research actions. The second perspective depends on the successive activities of other scientists and consultants who tried, and are still trying to apply this model to specific fields of management and other social sciences.
Initially Hofstede's research results on national and regional cultural differences emerged as a set of four dimensions. Later on by extending his research and collaborating with other scientists the Dutchman gradually enriched his model to six dimensions that is evidenced in a number of his publications (see table 1 
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Economic Alternatives, Issue 2, 2014 Organization and the World Health Organization in order to construct four dimensions -industry versus indulgence, monumentalism versus flexumility, hypometropia versus prudence, and exclusionism versus universalism. Later on he adapted his research findings to enrich in an appropriate way (statistically and conceptually) Hofstede's model of cultural dimensions on national level. Thus "indulgence versus restraint" dimension came into being which the author considers similar to the earlier proposed "industry versus indulgence". Furthermore, the researcher confirmed the utility and universality of the fifth dimension -"long versus short term orientation" in the Asian-Pacific region by discovering a useful analogue in the World Values Survey. This is how the contemporary structure of cultural dimension set gradually took its current shape (see table 1 ). Furthermore, the observed widespread adoption of Hofstede's dimensions sounds even better explained through the standpoint of "an intelligent user" (Chanchani, Theivanathampillai, 2009 ), as follows: (a) design of a clear framework, intended to classify diverse cultures, due to deliberate integration of previously fragmented cultural constructs and theories; (b) perceived simplicity in the application of these cultural dimensions by users from business world and academics; (c) a new value measurement technique is brought to our attention, which is not a frequent phenomenon; (d) meeting researchers' demands by offering an extensive data set for empirical analysis.
The second perspective in the elaboration of Hofstede's cultural dimensions set may be outlined by tracing its possible application spheres through key specific studies and summarizing studies, intended to provide reviews of publications from different periodicals and/or different scientific databases for certain time periods. Most frequently Hofstede's cultural model simplicity to use and the ease of comparability, allowed by the utilization of a quantitative measure of culture, are pointed as basic reasons for its great popularity and high utility among academics and in the business field (see Bing, 2004; Hoppe, 2004; Sivakumar, Nakata, 2001 Note: If a study was listed in more one section, it was counted only once in the section in which it appeared. Hofstede's recommendations about the appropriate level of analysis demonstrate greater interest in application spheres for cultural dimensions as "entry modes", "joint venture characteristics and performance", "societal outcomes", and "work-related attitudes". The group of scientists who sought new applications of Hofstede's model on individual level showed keen interest in "behavior relating to group processes and personality", "negotiation", "reward allocation" and "work-related attitudes". That is why it is not surprising that certain changes into Hofstede's framework are proposed, so it may be applied without allowing "ecological fallacy" on the individual level of analysis (see Grenness, 2012) . As a whole the approach of presenting culture as a main effect dominates on all identified levels of analysis and within most of the target research domains with the exception of "behavior relating to group processes and personality" on group/ organization level, as well as "motivation", "organizational justice" and "alliance formation" on individual level, within which issues were investigated by using culture as a moderator. Furthermore, Kirkman, Lowe and Gibson's (2006) survey results reveal the stronger interest, demonstrated by scientists to cultural dimensions as "individualism-collectivism" and "power distance" (see table 4 ). It should be noted that logically this research does y Their statistical analysis confirms significantly stronger effects in culturally tighter, rather than looser, countries. Furthermore, Baskerville (2003) gives evidence of the striking pattern of citations from Social Sciences Citation Indices for the model of national cultural differences, provided by Hofstede (1980) . The author identifies diverse application spheres of the framework and labels them as "disciplines". He states that Dutchman's findings show a continuous increase in citations in all disciplines, since these were first published and up to the moment of conducting his research which is not the traditional pattern of observed citations for the majority of studies, characterized by peaks of popularity about 3 to 5 years after publication, gradual decreases up to the tenth year after it and steady levels of citing from this time point on (Gamble, O'Doherty, & Hyman, 1987, p.18). The scientist reports great use of Hofstede's cultural dimensions in businessrelated research and psychological research and low use of it in anthropology and sociology (see table 5 ). In decreasing order by the number of attributed articles "management", "business administration" and "organizations" are the most popular sub-spheres.
Limiting the interested stakeholders of Hofstede's framework only to the academic constituency represents another fruitful approach in investigating the ways in which the cultural model is applied. This is accomplished by Sondergaard (1994) whose choice may be explained by the passing over of just a decade from Hofstede's first widespread publication where the respective questionnaire was presented publicly, so other scientists could test it and later on share their results,
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More substantively interesting citations
Covering remarks on Hofstede's ideas and results such as reviews and criticisms.
Empirical usages
Making duplications or adjustment of Hofstede's framework by means of testing it with samples from different nations and/or regions and continuous tries to refine the associated constructs.
4. Hofstede's concepts as a paradigm Applying Hofstede's work without questioning its veracity without conducting a test or research on the respective ideas.
Source: Sondergaard (1994). y "Individualism -collectivism" influences innovativeness, service performance, and advertising appeals.
y Uncertainty avoidance impacts information exchange behavior, innovativeness, and advertising appeals.
y Power distance affects advertising appeals, information exchange behavior, innovativeness, and service performance.
y Masculinity impacts sex role portrays, innovation, and service performance.
y Long-term orientation influences innovativeness. Without attracting the strongest scientific interest in itself (see Kirkman, Lowe, Gibson, 2006) , there may be identified a research stream, oriented to uncertainty avoidance applications by authors in certain journals. For example, Rapp, Bernardi and Bosco (2011) adopt an interesting investigative approach to examine the use of Hofstede's uncertainty avoidance construct in international research among the scientific articles, published in the issues of "International Business Research" journal within a period of twenty five years, because the team of scientists posed the research question of how to determine the special features of use in which Hofstede's uncertainty avoidance construct has been incorporated into international research. In this way they created a sample of 118 articles and identified several research streams, differing by the specific use of this cultural dimension. These streams are arranged by diminishing number of the associated articles, as follows:
y The greatest number of articles (41) applied uncertainty avoidance dimension in order to explain formulated research hypotheses.
y The second group of articles (30) used this dimension as an independent or control variable.
y The third group of articles (29) table 7) .
Furthermore, Ford, Connelly and Meister (2003) make direct conclusions not only about dominating application spheres in information system (IS) research for Hofstede's framework, i.e. issues related to IS management and to IS, but also about the issue domains that at the moment of their survey seem relatively unexamined, i.e. IS development and operations and IS usage. They also find that theory development is not a prime objective for the scientists in the information system domain who used cultural dimensions model. to report bad news (compared to collectivism) whereas collectivism strengthens the impact of information asymmetry on predisposition to report bad news (compared to individualism).
Interorganizational Relationships
Steensma, Marino, Weaver, and Dickson (2000) Five country survey of SMEs Hofstede's Cultural Indices: (UA), (MF), (IC). The tendency for SMEs to form technology alliances with others is greatest in countries that rate high in uncertainty avoidance and high in femininity (e.g., Mexico). SMEs in countries with collectivist values (Indonesia, Mexico) are more likely to form technology alliances involving equity ties than SMEs in more individualistic countries (Australia).
IT Adoption and Diffusion
Garfield and Watson (1998) Descriptive case study (content analysis) of government national information infrastructure (NII) archives across 7 countries Hofstede's cultural Indices: (UA), (PD). National culture plays a significant role in the development of a NII. Seven-country study suggests that countries will follow similar NII development models (family, village market, pyramid of people, or well-oiled machine) based upon similar cultural values related to uncertainty avoidance and power distance.
Griffith (1998) Laboratory experiment comparing U.S. and Bulgarian student GSS teams (technology) Hofstede's culture Indices: (PD). Findings demonstrate that Bulgarian students (lower power distance) were more likely to report being dissatisfied with the GSS outcome than were the U.S. students (with higher power distance).
Jarvenpaa and Single site case study (semi-structured interviews) of Mexican firm Hofstede's culture Indices: (IC), (UA). Mexican information services company succeeded despite presence of certain cultural barriers (e.g., high uncertainty avoidance and collectivism). Results show how managerial actions to shaped resource-based competencies led to shaping/recreating an information culture receptive to the information services industry. This transformation of culture led to greater levels of diffusion/acceptance of company's information services products.
Srite (2000) Field study of foreign students from 33 countries. Hofstede's culture Indices: (UA, PD, IC, MF). Individuals from high power distance countries were found to be less innovative and less trusting of technology.
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Economic Alternatives, Issue 2, 2014 The great significance of Hofstede's framework may be better outlined if compared to other competing models in the cultural studies, struggling for the attention of business practitioners and academia. Rosa dos Reis, Ferreira, Santos and Serra (2013) stick to this purpose while conducting their bibliometric study of the cultural models, applied in the sphere of international business. In fact the team of researchers concentrates its attention to the three most popular models. i.e. Hofstede's cultural dimensions (1980), Edward Hall's high and low context culture (1976), and Trompenaars' seven dimensions of culture (1993). They surveyed the information of published articles from the seven most distinguished journals in the respective scientific field, available on ISI Web of Knowledge (see table 8 ). In this way they prove that Hofstede's set of cultural dimensions attracts the greatest numbers of citations, its popularity increases within the surveyed time period and many streams in the sphere of international business research are interlinked with it.
The presented analysis reveals the forming diversity in the use of Hofstede's framework and permits clear identifying and logic summarizing of its main streams of application that emerged and are not considered as alternative ones. These streams are depicted on figure 1.
Fig. 1. Mapping the main application streams for Hofstede's model

Main streams of criticisms to the national culture dimensions
The existence and the further elaboration of Hofstede's model are accompanied by unceasing flow of criticisms, oriented to the embedded assumptions in it by the team of contributors (see Hofstede, Hofstede, Minkov, 2010) . Some of the critiques against the prominent scholar's work at least partially lost their relevance within framework's period of existence because of changes in Hofstede's doctrine (see Minkov, Hofstede, 2011) or are considered to some extent dissolved, absolved or resolved with passing over of time according to the subjective stances, occupied by the respective critics.
Brendan McSweeney (2002) is one of the most prominent and profound critics of Dutchman's findings who sets up his arguments along perceived "crucial methodological assumptions", incarnated in the analyzed model (see table 9 ). Assuming national uniformity is not appropriate for a study that purports to have found it. The average tendency based on questionnaire responses from some employees in a single organization is not the national average tendency.
National culture creates questionnaire response
Differences identified on the basis of national stratification may not be treated as a consequence of national culture. Individual questionnaire respondents may not be accepted as relays of national culture. Survey's reliability is doubtful because IBM administered it and owned its results. National culture can be identified by response difference analysis Undisciplined mixing of two notions of culture -as a force, and as a decipherable manifestation. Inaccurate and incomprehensive descriptions of cultural manifestations of underlying national values. The composition and the number of the dimensions are questioned. There is no evidence for equivalence of meaning for dimensions across cultures.
It's the same in any circumstances within a nation
The apparent derivation of a national generalization from situational specific data is in fact a presupposition. The analyzed surveys encompassed only certain categories of IBM employees. The questions were oriented predominantly to workplace issues. The formal workplace was the only environment in which the survey was conducted. McSweeney's methodological perspective of critique may be enriched to some extent by an earlier analysis of Hofstede's findings, generated by Sondergaard (1994) (2003) concentrate their critique of Hofstede's work on the concept of "national culture" by expressing their arguments against the appropriateness of "nation-state" as a unit of analysis and the possibility of concisely describing each country's culture with the help of a cultural dimension set. This stance allows them to define several key issues, related with the use of "national culture" construct, as follows: y The relative newness of 'nation-state' phenomenon as a way of organization is pointed as a main reason of potential unreliability in Hofstede's model which is elucidated with historical evidence of the political development in the world during the nineteenth and twentieth century. y The instability of form and makeup for the "nation-state" is emphasized as the second reason of potential unreliability in Hofstede's model which is supported by evidences from the recent history of two types: (a) these, associated with political unrest and sharp clashes (i.e. the collapse of the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia, and (b) these, associated with the potential effects of globalization and respective immigration flows to developed countries (i.e. displayed different extents of embracing certain cultural values and basic assumptions of the host culture by the newcomers).
y The researchers reject any obligatory alignment between a nation-state in its meaning of a political entity, and culture, providing examples of existing states without availability of any common basis in race, language, or culture (i.e. India, Switzerland, Yugoslavia, etc.). y The contemporary anthropological view that is supported by the scientists, forces them to abandon Hofstede's static view of culture by defining it as an attribute that is "contested, temporal, emergent", "…interpreted, re-interpreted, produced and reproduced in social relations". y The continuously accumulating research evidences, showing the extreme complexity and mediocre explanation by Hofstede's model of the relationship between "national" cultural values and culturally-influenced work-related values and attitudes. Reviews of new streams in criticisms of international management emerged as a new source of posing arguments against Hofstede's cultural dimension set (Prasad, Pisani, Prasad, 2008) . This is evident from the cited article by Ailon (2008) . He applies an interesting research approach to deconstructing Hofstede's book "Culture consequences…" (the version with five cultural dimensions) within the framework of organizational discourse, i.e. analyzed in terms of its own proposed value dimensions. In this way the author reveals examples of how some non-Western societies seem devalued in this publication while some Western ones are idealized. Thus, the scientist explains the urgent needs to look for a solution to the problem of representing 'others', to appreciate political awareness in theory development in this stream of management and finally to reconsider important conceptualizations, dominating in related cross-cultural research. Hofstede's cultural dimension set is another approach of criticizing the Dutchman (Ofori, Toor, 2009) . In this way the authors provide a review of critiques selected by them for the purpose of enriching their deliverable's literature review or justify the need of conducting a certain research, intended to adapt or perfect Hofstede's framework in its application within a certain milieu by providing clear recommendations, certain steps, methods, etc. In this way they create a great bundle of miscellaneous criticisms: y Observed overlapping in reflected values between the fifth dimension (Confucian dynamism) and individualism. y The low percent of other scientists, interested in this framework who studied the fifth dimension, is explained by its inherent philosophical, language and methodological weaknesses (i.e. use of students, and use of different factor analysis techniques) that are ascribed to it. y Detected sampling design issues. y Accepting Hofstede's work as an attempt to measure the immeasurable (i.e. culture). y Observed greater emphasis on proving one's own viewpoint rather than evaluating the adequacy of one's findings. y Identified issues, related with model's operationalization, generalizability of the findings, author's subjectivity (i.e. culturebound conclusions are made). y The action research is not accomplished step-by-step. y Left with the impression that a powerful feeling of ownership for the cross-cultural field is expressed by Hofstede et.al. The same approach was partially adopted by Jones (2007) who streamlines his critiques to Hofstede's four dimension model version through the perspective of traditional issues, associated with crosscultural research as frequently arising semantic problems with used definitions, persistent adherence to methodological simplicity, and the bias to assume equivalency in phenomena occurrences in its functional, conceptual, instrument and measurement aspects. In addition to the abovementioned critique items as relevancy of used research instrument, the assumption of cultural homogeneity, the acceptance of national divisions, and overreliance on one company approach Jones (2007) In other words different criticizers may be determined as separate constituencies to the Dutchman's model which for sure has its own life, directed by Hofstede and associates' initial ideas and consecutive elaborations, and the continuous contributions of other researchers and consultants whose differing opinions and recommendations may be attributed to different milieus in which they applied the framework. Furthermore, the considerations of their criticisms by model's authors may be even interpreted as potential ways of continuously solving the problem of model's external adaptation to the current scientific and business environment. That is why it seems worth utilizing the fishbone diagram as an appropriate tool for analyzing the revolving the issue of "the arising, numerous critiques to Hofstede's dimensions" by looking for its potential sources and revealing the reasons of their occurrence (see figure 2) .
Conclusion
This contemporary snapshot of application spheres and most significant critiques for Hofstede's national culture model reveals the complexity of assumptions and paradigms, embedded in the initial construction and further elaboration of the dimensions set. The specific issues, encountered by different users, in the process of the larger penetration for this model in many scientific or business spheres as well as its deeper encroachment in some of them determine the large array of critiques the set has been attracting all these years. This situation allures me to analyze the model with the system approach that attaches great importance to these external forces as main drivers, pushing framework's further development and maintaining the interest of Hofstede et.al in it -an interest manifested by undertaking of key changes in the embraced doctrine. Such a mapping of the framework provides readers with: (a) a simple and clear explanation of its structure; (b) existing relations among its elements; (c) observed interactions with the higher-rank systems; (d) a useful means of making universalistic conclusions by beginners in the field, since most of the researchers are experts in boundary fields; (e) a generator of static pictures, revealing moment states of the model which dynamics may be traced by snap shooting successive photos (see figure 3) .
Relying on clinical research in cultural studies, the author's position of an unbiased observer is considered appropriate in efficiently achieving the preliminary defined aims of this article. In this way an impartial view to model's being and becoming may be successfully obtained that is intended to be used by researchers, managers, consultants,
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Economic Alternatives, Issue 2, 2014 and others to explain how things are done, thought, felt or perceived in relation to this framework by its diverse constituencies (see Schein, 2004) . That is why the author's approach to reviewing and analyzing the set of national culture dimensions, its evolution, expressed through numerous elaborations -updating of meanings, adding new elements, applications at different cultural levels, incorporation in other models, and its acceptance levels and emerged application spheres -does not imply these options are mutually exclusive, but reveals them as an aggregate of different realms in which Hofstede's framework is needed to provide additional and plausible explanations of interesting societal and business-related phenomena. Thus the interested users in the set national culture dimensions may feel free to continue their creative use, elaborations and experiments with it, providing incessant pipeline of potential change proposals to On one side, such an "intensive testing" may be regarded as a prerequisite for model's lasting life. On the other side, the readers are incited not be in a hurry to express their opinion in relation to this model by undertaking intrepid and complacent survey duplications in different regions or communities or due criticizing or giving recommendations to its structure, appropriate survey design, implementation process and application spheres, but first read with patience Hofstede's publications and after that deliberately explore how their intended research design and potential results may contribute to the current stage in development of this model, because even recent surveys apply its elder (outdated) versions, for example a set of four or five cultural dimensions.
